REMARKS 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-4, 6, 9-24, 26, 29-34, 36, and 39^10 were pending and were rejected. No 
claims are amended herein. Claims 1-4, 6, 9-24, 26, 29-34, 36, and 39-40 remain pending. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections are requested in view of the following remarks. 

Rejection Under § 103 

Claims 1-4, 6, 9-24, 26, 29-34, 36, and 39- 40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as obvious over U.S. Patent 6,360,017 to Chiu et al. ("Chiu") in view of U.S. Patent 6,618,507 to 
Divakaran et al. ("Divakaran"). 

A prima facie obviousness rejection requires, among other things, that the proposed 
combination of references teach each element of the recited claims and that there be some reason 
one of ordinary skill in the art would combine the teachings of the two references. However, the 
proposed combination of Chiu and Divakaran fails to teach or suggest many of the limitations of 
the claims presented in the instant application. Additionally, the rejection provides no reason to 
combine the references. 

The following remarks address independent claim 1 only. However, each independent 
claim includes similar limitations and is therefore allowable for at least the same reasons. 
Similarly, the dependent claims each incorporate such limitations from the corresponding 
independent claim and are therefore also allowable. 
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Claim 1 was rejected as follows: 
Chiu disclose a method implemented? on an encoder for adjusting a coding threshold for 

encoding a hiock in an image, wherein the coding threshold determines whether the block should 

be coded {Chiu: figure 3), comprising: encoding, at a first time, a first image representation of 

the block (Chiu; column 7* lines 10-20); encoding, at a second time later than the first time, a 

second image representation of the block (Chiu: column 7, lines 40-50); assessing the first and 

second blocks to determine whether the image is likely stationary (Chiu: column 9, lines 1-1 5), 

(Chiu: column 9, lines 50-60); and if the image is likely stationary, adjusting the coding 

threshold in the encoder for at least a portion of the block (Chiu: column 8, lines 40-55), as in 

claim 1, However, Chiu fails to disclose encoding using first and second encoding parameters 
and that the first and second parameters are quantization parameters, as in the claim. Divakaran 

discloses a method of feature extraction for compressed video sequence parameters such as 

quantization parameters (Divakaran: column 5, lines 15*25) for more efficient scene change 

processing at the encoder side (Divakaran: column 15, lines 30*57). Accordingly, given this 

teaching, it would have been obvious for one of .ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to incorporate the Divakaran compressed video sequence parameter extraction into the 

Chiu method in order to accurately adjust the codi ng thresholds in accordance with detected 

scene changes, The Chiu method, now modified with the incorporation of the Divakaran 

compressed video sequence parameter extraction, has all of the features of claim 1, 
This rejection is not-well founded for at least the following reasons. 

First, the rejection is defective because the combination of Chiu and Divakaran fails to 
teach or suggest "encoding at a first time, a first image representation of the block." The 
rejection cites Chiu at col. 7, 11. 10-20 for teaching of this limitation. The cited portion of Chiu 
is reproduced below. 
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M&T Bell Laixsraksrscs, 1995. Is ?es] -viissfx She ttee 
fecteis ape eorrela&d wfffe one atso&sr, A&miptete $8dy «:>(: 

iESemk? viilm*. of Jhfi oadsgraatsd pi&£& aosi msski'sg 
fkrfs is iscs:;Kbs« ifj dfttsll fe fbn abow-rdsrcaccd U.S. 
F*L No. 5,?4&37£ JO leifer es &L 

Eelsmsi:g now to FIG .2, as e^EKpIafy video s&jseto 
|g acoafdsuscs vtiib sn i^isirsiSv* ^t^dsssest <.-l she mvai; • 
tfcta is sb&wsi. As is shs sssssHpIarv emfigHsais'sn tff - 

ihis Vstei encoder fQB iodsidcs skisissr cttffiptftKtttS as She 
¥idfct> snoxici 1© (PIG- 1), w&fc the isKps?n*M <awse$itkHj 
t§K a«*ei itiekisi«si of a pefeepl.ua} fu^m»%mr 11® m tat 
etiCWkfer JDO of t&e iavegiiqa. As s^ek a tlsscKp(suti of fliss 
fimcyofss of the si&ular cmssjMstefiSs ot jFIQ. 2 (wilfe sfesif SO 
Ed&rsas* sacisiasiited by HK> *s compii^si; 50 

FKX 1) wSl a»t be repe*t«d as ifeey wese espkised ire detsM 
afevs aod ass kfsown ia ibe arL As shows;, siisi videos ej^csler 

At most this passage is suggestive of a video encoder. While Applicants do not dispute that Chiu 
teaches a video encoder, this cited passage clearly does not disclose "encoding at a first time, a 
first image representation of the block." 

Second, the rejection is defective because the combination of Chiu and Divakaran fails to 
teach or suggest "encoding, at a second time later than the first time, a second image 
representation of the block." The rejection relies on Chiu at col. 7, 11. 40-50 for teaching of this 

second limitation of claim 1 . The cited portion of Chiu is reproduced below. 

*a«o«fer 120. 'Fix; mcodeg- 190 alsc* kdttiks & signal mm- 
ta«f 124 coupled to She- iavecse fc*as£*tt8«r 1.22, * delay 
%2& eostpkd in ih& sigasl eonsbsisjr 124 <uxl she |tejces>tiisn 
paspmixmsr 11% and & mosksft eotapecsstKif 12M -eospkd to 

iMjiy 126, &e *iito sabteacso; 114, tb© ssgas! wmhm&t « 
124. As*d tte nmkm mimmr 112, 

From impifembs of ffcs Wfeo^feiuicj.- ftm^y, we ekes 
to th$ vsSms of sesidiisls tbst do oet exceed tfee perefcys&aj 
threshold T may eot seed fct fcg corrected If Ibc resashsals of 
lbs pmsk ia<sidc a rsiaeroblack ««: small cnoujgfe, sfeea we «S 
caa <.'o;Es5:sst«« io mi: the ^c^^smfy dssxiayed SHiscosbiocik 
wifhsniS ujtrkrieg m& u m km of percsjivsd qsstisy. 

cOHipsnsattOS tot m<& mmMixAi b s»v«d or *an bi; 
pK8&v$$ Cos other ^acrafetocks rejeuirsag srok moUot! SO 
sesrefecs. 

It is unclear exactly how this passage relates to the limitation at issue. This passage says nothing 
about coding anything a second time. In fact, the passage seems to suggest that things are not 
coded a second time by stating that "we can continue to use the previously displayed macroblock 
without updating and at no loss of perceived quality." 

Moreover, it is clear from apparent lack of any sort of temporal relationship between the 
two passages cited above that they do not relate to "encoding at a first time. . ." and "encoding at 
a second time...." Neither of the two cited passages describe encoding anything, much less 
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coding a first image representation and a second image representation of a block at two separate 
times. 

Third, the rejection is defective because neither Chiu nor Divakaran teach or suggest 

"assessing at least the first and second encoding parameters to determine whether the image is 

likely stationary, wherein the first and second encoding parameters comprise at least first and 

second quantization parameters." The rejection relies primarily on Chiu at col. 9, 11. 1-15 to 

meet this third limitation of claim 1 . The cited portion of Chiu is reproduced below. 

vtt&e, tea thai rasffis&bbck ss aot sssbssised k> motios 

trass* w%a mxsxdbk*ck& ih»l l»ve> cbasigcd u vrisustily |fS*- 
eeptibk skio«rS ffosts tJjc jpre-vkKss fctsisc s*id mscir^ikxsJcs 
ih&t have aoS efcsftged & vis&;t% 3>sr«;pa'bfe SiXKJlM from f 
tite previous imm. A& a fte €©«jpjS8ttet«a3 eSssrt 
othcfmat sssodassd -wish raoitos t^imaiiOics/eysfspeasaisoB 
of to mstenModi i» *a*««S ex may be- aHoeaisdi to atertioe 
mmi^kmkmixpssisitilm of ma&Mt mwxfekick or mm& 
other «i»c?KfepJ^e-6ss«'!g fssjietsos. Is ssk>s>c apps^rfasid lbs* "0 
&s» ctedsisxs visfess a for Sfee tmn&xx offj&ste ^«vH'a?g- from 
bush»k>giuag s>5 ilis'ssholdssrig (MiiKCfcbrs $e$ts) may be saS 
is a defeull wbs of »ao is orcse? to provide a p«wc«spjsally 
diw#i50fi-feis- sjatsobk^k, H<*we*?«rv we fe&ve observed thai 

equal to ssem, b fe to be apfprsseiMs-d Sbat o&ttg s d$cjskui 
Again, the cited passage appears to bear little, if any, relationship to the limitation at issue. This 
passage seems to be addressing changed vs. unchanged macroblocks, skipping unchanged 
macroblocks, and saving the computation that would be required to determine motion vectors for 
skipped macroblocks. However, this is plainly not "assessing at least the first and second 
encoding parameters to determine whether the image is likely stationary, wherein the first and 
second encoding parameters comprise at least first and second quantization parameters." There 
is no assessment of encoding parameters discussed, nor is there any suggestion of determining 
whether the block is stationary. Whether a block is unchanged and whether the block is 
stationary are two different things. 

As further regards this limitation, we note that the Examiner has conceded that Chiu fails 
to teach that the encoding parameters compared to determine whether the image is stationary 
"comprise at least first and second quantization parameters" and that he relies on Divakaran at 
col. 5, 11. 15-25 and col. 15, 11. 30-57 for this teaching. The relevant portions of Divakaran are 
reproduced below. 
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That is, for each objecviianic, two *<^pfsssi0ft &mpl$X&y 
matrices* 5 are coestmcted which comprise, te^ctiveiv, the 
number of bits required for encoding the motion vectors and 
the number of bits required for encoding ihe residuals of j s 
e§eh macrobiosis is the o^ec^frasjie. 

Tims C^^fK^iy)} aad C^KR^y)} are the rate* 
matrices, corresponding to the motion vectors and the 
res&laa'k, respectively* The Quantisation Parameter Q V for 
each of she blacks is also stored in a. matrix Q. 2ti 

For simplicity, If only Pfrara^bbfeets are considered, the 
bit. allocation based descriptor for s frame h coast-racied 
aocordisig to the Mowiag steps, 

1, If a mscrobtock of the P~&att*e is encoded as m Intra 
Block* fl$«n its motion vector hit expenditure is set to zero 25 
and its residual bit expenditure is set to the bits spent on 
the intra coding. This is done because Hitra-codieg can be 

This first passage of Divakaran does mention quantization parameters, but nothing in this 

passage teaches or suggests "assessing at least the first and second encoding parameters to 

determine whether the image is likely stationary, wherein the first and second encoding 

parameters comprise at least first and second quantization parameters." It is insufficient to 

merely find common words used in a reference. The reference must teach or suggest the 

limitation. This portion of Divakaran plainly fails to teach assessing the quantization parameters 

to determine whether the image is likely stationary, and thus fails to teach or suggest the third 

limitation of claim 1 . 
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for the shot "Hie first lew frames may be si 
rate control settle down &ora a. scene trans 




to lei the 



The average bit expenditure on motion vectors per 
rnacrobkjckj as well as the average mmfmsakm complexity 
per macrobloek can serve- as iaatching criteria thai help rank 
the candidates. The run-length information la each eepre- 35 
sentation then can be used to farther rank the candidates. 
Thereafter, equally isdexed run-lengths are compared, i.e. 
compare the run-lengths of short, intermediate and 'Jong 
lengths of femeA^fjed. A with the corresponding re a- 
lengths of frame/object 1 'The invention has been described 4Q 
in terms of matching of single shots from diverse program 
sources. However, it should he recognized that if is with in 
die scope of the present invention to apply the foojgoiog 
teehniqii.es to collections of shots, each collection coming 
from a single program source. For example, an actios movie 45 
would have several high motion-complexity shots m a row 
while 3 snore sedate movie would have a number of low 
spatkviemporai complexity shots m a row. These character- 
istics could he logged and used to provide matching criteria. 

It should also fee noted that the sequence of steps as set 5$ 
forth above do not necessarily occur in close time proximity 
to each other hut may, in fact, be separated in time, hi 
particular* the descriptor can be developed and attached to 
the program material and, at a later time* it may be used to 
find matches, in any event, such activities are considered to 55 
be within the scope of the present Invention. 

Thus, while the present invention has been described in 
teams of a preferred embodiment and various modifications 
thereof, it will be understood by those skilled in this art that 
additional modifications may be made without departing ,so 
from the scope of this invention which is set forth in the 
accompanying claims. 



This second passage seems to bear even less relationship to the limitation at issue than the first 
passage reproduced above. Nothing in this passage at all relates to assessing quantization 
parameters to determine whether an image is likely stationary, which is the proposition for which 
it is purportedly cited. In any case, it is clear that the cited passages of Divakaran, whether taken 
alone, together, or in conjunction with Chiu, fail to teach or suggest "assessing at least the first 
and second encoding parameters to determine whether the image is likely stationary, wherein the 
first and second encoding parameters comprise at least first and second quantization parameters," 
as required by claim 1 . 
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Fourth, the rejection is defective because the combination of Chiu and Divakaran fails to 
teach or suggest "if the image is likely stationary, adjusting the coding threshold in the encoder 
for at least a portion of the block." The rejection relies on Chiu at col. 8, 11. 40-55 as teaching 

this limitation of claim 1 . The cited portion of Chiu is reproduced below. 

physical espera^jm^R, It is ie I* ^Rjfcrstaod Qw f given 
\ha {cachings of the ggvceUoR* one of skill ie tbtt *rt w21 
•:••> coBS.«n3pIate crtte saefeods. of «?c<ieIiRg she ifarsshoSd Sanc- 
tion. 

Its my siss iVfeactioa icsis result in as Htfen&i&y 
di:Os5«s3c« v&tec hdsig ofessased fox «s«dj (XimQjK&xto of &. 
pisftl ia P^s) with A cftHs&pssidiag pix&i m F Auut (s), If Sfis 

ttirsxbold T, item * v&« of one (i) is assigned it* ilie 
ssitsip.9riss», else « vakse of sserss <9) is assigned. is is k> Iss 
spprsdstsd jhaittes eV-ftmaksa sests assy be pcrisirased on an 
etstkt frssK or so o«e or a»w ^acmbtecks si a dtas. 
si) Nkxs, is. for lib msesohbdi 3 ( of ite current 

ft?* K&sstet *>C Sbe Mtactfcm test «n «wey pss*i X eB, : 
are? coikctttl «uc& &M it 

T , „ f >.»> SlVSS Villi! She ;JsQii*<s «i5lp(isMi££e£i £\J 

As noted above, none of the cited passages of Chiu and Divakran teach or suggest anything 
about determining whether the image is likely stationary. We note that this cited passage equally 
fails to teach or suggest determining whether the image is likely stationary, much less adjusting a 
coding threshold if the image is likely stationary. At best, the cited passage teaches some sort of 
perceptual threshold "T" that in some way relates to whether the block will be motion 
compensated or skipped. This passage plainly fails to teach or suggest that the threshold is 
adjustable or that it is adjusted in response to an assessment of whether the image is likely 
stationary. 

Because the proposed combination of Chiu and Divakaran fails to teach or suggest each 
limitation of the pending claims, the rejection of these claims as obvious over Chiu in view of 
Divakaran is improper. 

Moreover, we note that the rejection provides no logical reason that one of ordinary skill 
in the art would be motivated to combine Chiu and Divakaran. The mere conclusory statement 
that "it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art ... to incorporate the 
Divakaran compressed video sequence parameter extraction into the Chiu method ... to 
accurately adjust the coding thresholds..." is insufficient. First, as clearly noted above, neither 
reference appears to teach adjustment of coding thresholds. Second, Chiu appears to relate to 
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methods of increasing the efficiency of encoding a bitstream by skipping the motion 
compensation step for certain macroblocks that are skipped, while Divakaran appears to be 
looking at an already-encoded video sequences to identify changes such as scene transitions, etc. 
without having to decode the video. Neither of these concepts appear to relate at all to the 
present claims, nor do they appear to be related to each other. 

In view of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejections and a Notice of Allowance for all 
pending claims are requested. 
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